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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This action is responding to application papers filed on 3/1 1/2004 and 1 0/24/2003. 

2. Claims 1-39 are pending in the application. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

3. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

4. Claims 13-15, 28, 35, and 37-39 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as 
being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

Claims 13, 28, and 35 contain the trademark/trade name JAVA. Where a trademark or 
trade name is used in a claim as a limitation to identify or describe a particular material or 
product, the claim does not comply with the requirements of 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph. 
See Ex parte Simpson, 218 USPQ 1020 (Bd. App. 1982). The claim scope is uncertain since the 
trademark or trade name cannot be used properly to identify any particular material or product. 
A trademark or trade name is used to identify a source of goods, and not the goods themselveis. 
Thus, a trademark or trade name does not identify or describe the goods associated with the 
trademark or trade name. In the present case, the trademark/trade name is used to 
identify/describe a JAVA and, accordingly, the identification/description is indefinite. 

Per claims 14 and 15: it is unclear to which base language it is referring in line 6. 
Interpretation: the base language. 
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Per claims 37 and 38, it is unclear whether the medium means a software medium or a 
computer-readable medium. Interpretation: Software. 

Per claim 39, the preamble recites a single base language while the claim body recites 
both a single base language and a plurality of base languages. It is unclear to which base 
languages they are referring. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

5. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the conditions 
and requirements of this title. 

6. Claims 31-36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is directed 
to non-statutory subject matter. 

Claims 31-36 are non-statutory because they are directed to a "system" that is considered 
to be a computer program per se without recitation of a computer or a computer-storage medium 
embodying the claimed computer program. The claimed program is disembodied arrangement 
without creating any ftmctional interrelationship, either as part of the stored data or as part of the 
computing processes performed by the computer ("acts") or the computer storage medium so as 
to enable the computer to perform the claimed program as recited. Therefore, the claims are 
non-statutory. 

The foUov^dng link on the World Wide Web is for the United States Patent And 
Trademark Office (USPTO) policy on 35 U.S.C. §101. The following link on the World Wide 
Web is for the United States Patent And Trademark Office (USPTO) policy on 35 U.S.C. §101. 
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<http://www>uspto.gov/web/offices/pac/dapp/opla/preognotice/guidelin^ 1 0 1 2005 1 026.pdf> 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

7. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 

basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

8. Claims 1-1 1, 13, 16-26, 28, 31-35, and 39 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Conway ("Parsing with C++ Deferred Expressions," ACM SIGPLAN Notices, 
vol. 29, no. 9, pp. 9-16, ACM, 1994). 

Per claim 1 : 
Conway discloses: 

- providing a parse tree data structure written in a base language (i.e. page 9, section 2 
The deferred expression idiom, second paragraph) 

- defining an assignment function, said assignment function taking a plurality of parse 
tree structures as arguments (i.e. see page 12, Fig. 4 presenting the deferred assignment 
operator under section 5. Embedding deferred assignments) 

- calling said assignment function to determine the value of at least one assignment 
within at least one of said base language and a base language extension to said base 
language (i.e. page 9, section 2 The deferred expression idiom, fourth paragraph). 



Per claim 2: 
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Conway fiirther discloses: 

- representing said parse tree data structure as a class, said class being the basis for a 
plurality of parse tree objects, said parse tree objects including methods able to retrieve 
values for base language objects (i.e. page 12, section 5 Embedding Deferred 
Assignments, third paragraph) 

- defining said assignment function in more than one class, said assignment function 
taking a plurality of parse tree objects as arguments; and overloading said assignment 
function (i.e. page 12, section 5 Embedding Deferred Assignments, last paragraph). 

Per claim 3: 

Conway further discloses: 

- wherein said assignment function overloads a mathematical operator (i.e. page 13, 
section 6 Embedding other binary operations, first paragraph). 

Per claim 4: 

Conway further discloses: 

- wherein the overloading of said assignment function is based on the context of the base 
language objects (i.e. page 12, section 5 Embedding Deferred Assignments, second 
paragraph; page 10, section 4. Embedding references to grammar components, second 
paragraph). 



Per claim 5: 
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Conway further discloses: 

- evaluating said class at compile-time, and (i.e. page 9, section 2. Deferred Expression 
Idiom, third and fourth paragraphs) 

- adjusting the resulting class definitions from said evaluation to increase the efficiency 
of run-time performance (i.e. page 10, lines 3-6). 



Per claim 6: 

Conway further discloses: 

- overloading a mathematical operator with said assignment function to alter the sequence 

of evaluation of operands usually followed in said programming language, said 
overloading designating the order of operand evaluation (i.e. page 12, section 5 
Embedding Deferred Assignments, last paragraph). 

Per claim 7: 

Conway further discloses: 

- calling a method in said parse tree object to determine the type of operator at the root of 
a tree (i.e. page 10, lines 3-6; page 11, second paragraph). 

Per claim 8: 

Conway further discloses: 

- calling a method in said parse tree object to retrieve one of an associated left and right 
tree (i.e. page 12, section 5 Embedding Deferred Assignments, third paragraph). 
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Per claim 9: 

Conway further discloses: 

- wherein the root of said parse tree data structure is one of a constant, variable, a 
mathematical symbol and a mathematical expression (i.e. page 12, section 5 Embedding 
Deferred Assignments, second paragraph). 

Per claim 10: 

Conway further discloses: 

- wherein said assignment function is not explicitly defined (i.e. page 12, fig. 4). 

Per claim 11:. 

Conway fiirther discloses: 

- wherein said assignment function is used to identify in-place operations (i.e. page 13, 
fig. 6). 

Per claim 13: 

Conway further discloses: 

- wherein said base language is one of C++, Java, System-C, VHDL, Verilog, C#, IDL, 
MATLAB and a language based on the .Net framework (i.e. page 9, abstract). 

Per claims 16-26 and 28, they are another method versions of claims 1-11 and 13, 
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respectively, and are rejected for the same reasons set forth in connection with the rejection of 
claims 1-11 and 13 above. 

Per claims 31-35, they are the system versions of claims 1,2 and 13, respectively, and are 
rejected for the same reasons set forth in connection with the rejection of claims 1,2 and 13 
above. 

Per claim 39, it is another method version of claim 3, respectively, and is rejected for the 
same reasons set forth in connection with the rejection of claim 3 above. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

9. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

10. Claims 12, 14, 15, 27, 29, 30, and 36-38 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Conway ("Parsing with C-H- Deferred Expressions," ACM SIGPLAN Notices, 
vol. 29, no. 9, pp. 9-16, ACM, 1994). 

Per claim 12: 

Conway teaches the various assigrmient functions (unary, binary) (i.e. page 13, Fig. 6). 
Conway does not explicitly teach that said assigrmient function is used to identify and perform 
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multiply and accumulate ("MAC") operations. However, it would have been obvious for one 
having ordinary skill in the art to modify Conway's disclosed system to include an assignment 
function on MAC operations (A=B+C*D) besides the disclosed operations. The modification 
would be obvious because one having ordinary skill in the art would be motivated to perform an 
assignment operation having an MAC operation if present. 
Per claims 29 and 30: 

Conway teaches using the parse tree classes to generate code (i.e. page 10, section 3. The 
ParserExpr Base Class, first paragraph). Conway does not explicitly teach the parse tree classes 
are used for an embedded processor and processor emulation. However, it would have been 
obvious for one having ordinary skill in the art to modify Conway's disclosed system to use the 
parse tree classes in various processor environments if desired. The modification would be 
obvious because one having ordinary skill in the art would be motivated to apply the disclosed 
parse tree structure for an embedded processor and processor emulation, if desired. 

Per claim 14, it is another method version of claim 29, respectively, and is rejected for 

u 

the same reasons set forth in connection with the rejection of claim 29 above. 

Per claim 15, it is another method version of claim 30, respectively, and is rejected for 
the same reasons set forth in connection with the rejection of claim 30 above. 

Per claim 27, it is another method version of claim 12, respectively, and is rejected for 
the same reasons set forth in connection with the rejection of claim 12 above. 

Per claim 36, it is the system version of claim 29, respectively, and is rejected for the 
same reasons set forth in connection with the rejection of claim 29 above. 
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Per claims 37 and 38, they are the medium versions of claims 14 and 15, respectively, 
and are rejected for the same reasons set forth in connection with the rejection of claims 14 and 
15 above. 

1 1 . Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier commimications from the 
examiner should be directed to Insun Kang whose telephone number is 571-272-3724. The 
examiner can normally be reached on M-R 6:30-5 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, MENG AI AN can be reached on 571-272-3756. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. Information 
regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent Application Information 
Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications may be obtained from 
either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available 
through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the 
Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from 
a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information system, call 



800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



IK 

AU2193 




SUPERVISORY PATENT EXAMIWP^ 
TECHNOLOGY CENTER ^^ '^ 



